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In response to the Office letter of August 12, 2004, 
applicants respectfully traverse the rejection of claim 6 under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wallers in view of 
Gebhart and Murray, all cited. 



The Examiner has repeated the grounds of rejection 
verbatim and, to avoid redundancy, applicants incorporate 
herein the comments in the response filed June 17, 2004. 
Applicants respectfully submit that the previously advanced 
arguments fully support the patentability of claim 6. 



Concerning the Examiner's response to applicants 1 
arguments, applicants do not understand why the Examiner does 
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not recognize that, in the claimed mill saw, there is no 
necessary dependency between the angle of rotation of slider 
crank drive 4 and motor 10 driving feed conveyor 6. Of course, 
feed conveyor 6 must be synchronized with slider crank drive 4. 
This is effected according to feature (f) of claim 6 by 
transmitting an electronic signal indicating a preset position 
of rotation of the slider crank drive to controlling system 12 
of motor 10. When the motor receives the signal, it can be 
driven independently of the position of rotation of the slide 
crank drive, as is shown in Fig. 4. As illustrated, the motors 
driving feed conveyor 6 are driven at an appropriate rate of 
feed v a of feed conveyor 6 before the feed conveyor is driven 
according to speed gradient curve 19 of saw frame 3. The 
control of the rate of feed v a , which may be adapted to 
different operating conditions, is independent from the angle 
of rotation of slider crank drive 4 at this time of the 
operation, and the subsequent rate of feed is not controlled in 
dependence on the angle of rotation. Thus, the Examiner is 
respectfully submitted to be incorrect in holding that the 
control of motor 10 is not independent of the angle of rotation 
of the slide crank drive. 

Concerning the Examiner's explanation that he proposes to 
replace Wallers' mechanical system by Gebhart ■ s electronic 
system, this approach does not change the substance of 
applicants 1 arguments. According to Gebhart, sensing device 66 
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connected to the saw blade may be provided to control the 
displacement of saw table 4. Since the position of the saw 
blade in Wallers depends solely on the angle of rotation of the 
slide crank drive for the saw blade, the use of Gebhart 1 s 
sensing device 66 in Wallers again makes the control of drive 
of the feed conveyor dependent on the angle of rotation of the 
slide crank drive, which is to be avoided in the claimed mill 
saw. 



In view of the above, allowance of generic claim 6 is 
respectfully solicited, making claims 7, 9 and 10 allowable 
since they depend on claim 6. The allowance of claim 8 is 
gratefully noted. 

Respectfully submitted, 
REINHOLD MAYR ET AL 



Kurt Kilman; Reg. No. 18*, 62 8 



Allison C. Collard, Reg. No. 
COLLARD & ROE, P.C. Edward R. Freedman, Reg. No, 

1077 Northern Boulevard Attorneys for Applicants 
Roslyn, New York 11576 
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